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Thrust Statement: God’s eternal power and divine nature have been clearly 
revealed to humanity since the creation of the world. 

Scripture Reading: Psalm 14:1 

Psalm 14 addresses either a denial of God’s existence (dogmatic atheism) or an 
absence of God in one’s thoughts (practical atheism). One may not necessarily deny 
God’s existence, but, at the same time, live as if God does not exist. Part one of this 
essay addresses the denial of God’s existence. Part two of this study will focus on the 
absence of God in one’s thoughts. One cannot state emphatically which interpretation 
to apply to David’s statement. Even though, in my judgment, the major thrust of Psalm 
14 deals with practical atheism; nevertheless, it is essential to also comment on 
dogmatic atheism in order to expose the fallacies in this line of opinion. The first part 
of this essay will address the negative—denial of God’s existence. The second part of 
this study will focus on those who believe in God but act as if God does not exist. As 
one approaches dogmatic atheism, one is conscious that unbelief is not a modern day 
phenomenon. David, who wrote over three thousand years ago, addressed the subject 
of atheism: “The fool says in his heart, ‘There is no God’” (Psalm 14:1). Some 
Christians believe that David is dealing with the question of God’s existence (dogmatic 
atheism) and others believe that he is dealing with behavior that denies God in their 
daily lives (practical atheism). One should not rule out either form of atheism. The 
question of God’s existence is one of the most important questions confronting men 
and women. 


DOGMATIC ATHEISM 

“Dogmatic atheism” denies the existence of God. Yet, even those who do not 
profess to believe in God are still conscious of the concept of God, angels, spirits, altar, 
sacrifice, and so on. One cannot escape one’s consciousness of the word God in his or 
her vocabulary. One must pause and ask the question: where did these spiritual ideas 
come from? Since humanity only possesses five senses (seeing, hearing, feeling, 
tasting, and smelling), one is at a loss as to where the view of God came from. How 



does one account for this universal belief in a supreme being? The only way for one to 
account for a perception of God is that God had to reveal Himself, which He did to 
Adam and Eve. This knowledge was then passed on from generation to generation. If 
one says that the awareness of God entered into the word through imagination, one can 
only respond that the imagination cannot create anything. In other words, the 
imagination can only combine and rearrange in new forms the images already derived 
through the five senses. For one to disprove this statement about imagination, one 
would have to imagine something in the sixth sense. The imagination, as stated above, 
cannot create anything in the sixth sense since one does not possess a sixth sense. 
Within the five senses, one observes wisdom and design. One cannot reflect upon the 
five senses without a realization of intelligent design. If one is born without any one of 
these senses, one remains destitute of all ideas derivable through that particular sense. 
If one were deprived from all five senses, life would cease to exist. If humanity had 
been born with only four senses, it would be impossible to conceive of a fifth sense. 

It is absurd to expect one who is destitute of divine Revelation to have concepts 
of spiritual things. For one to have ideas not derivable through the senses is the same 
as to advocate that one can have all the ideas of color who does not have the sense of 
sight. Without supernatural Revelation, one can no more conceive a world of spiritual 
things than a person born deaf can be moved by the hannony of sweet sounds. It would 
be just as rational to talk of seeing by the hand or hearing by the tongue as to talk of 
knowing God without communication, or announcement, from Him. One must 
distinguish historic facts related in the Bible from immediate and direct Revelation 
from God. It is in this regard that Thomas Paine (1737-1809) understood the true 
meaning of “revelation.” Even though he did not believe humanity had any revelation 
from God, nevertheless, he writes with insight about the implications of “revelation.” 
Fisten to him as he pens the following words: 

Revelation is a communication of something which the person to whom 

that thing is revealed did not know before . For If I have done a thing, or seen 
it done, it needs no revelation to tell me I have done it, or seen it, nor to 
enable me to tell it, or to write it. Revelation, therefore, cannot be applied to 
anything done upon earth, of which man himself is the actor or the witness; 
and consequently all the historical and anecdotal parts of the Bible, which is 
almost the whole of it, is not within the meaning and compass of the word 
revelation, and, therefore, is not the Word of God. -*■ (Emphasis mine) 

Even though Paine denied that the Bible is the Word of God, nevertheless, he 
correctly focused on the meaning of the word revelation. One can say that “revelation” 
is that intelligence that could never have been arrived at through the five senses. In 
other words, “revelation” must be supernatural. It is to this question of God’s existence 
(How did the concept of God enter into the world?) that Alexander Campbell 
confronted the editors of the New Harmony Gazette—a journal that espoused dogmatic 
atheism. Alexander Campbell (1788-1866) wrote with great insight as he dealt with the 
idea, or concept, of an Eternal First Cause: 

A PROBLEM 

To the Editors of the New Harmony Gazette 




You thi nk that reason cannot originate the idea of an Eternal First Cause, or that no 
man could acquire such an idea by the employment of his senses and reason—and you 
think correctly. You think also that the Bible is not a supernatural revelation—not a 
revelation from a Deity in any sense. These things premised, gentlemen, I present my 
problem in the form of a query again. 

The Christian idea of an Eternal First Cause uncaused, or of a God, is 
now in the world, and has been for ages immemorial. You say it could not 
enter into the world by reason, and it did not enter by revelation. Now, as 
you are philosophers and historians, and have all the means of knowing, 

How did it come into the world? ^ 

As one reflects upon the existence of God, one is also sensitive that this earthly 
life is limited. Even if one lives to be seventy or eighty years old, life is soon cut off. 
The question of God’s existence matters. One cannot eliminate the reality of God from 
society. God revealed Himself to Adam and Eve, and, at the same time, placed within 
the first man and woman a sense of eternity. Following the sin of Adam and Eve, God 
drove them from the Garden of Eden and, at the same time, instructed them about 
sacrifice. Following the creation of Adam and Eve, there is in every man and woman 
born into this world a comprehension of God. Even in the most primitive people, there 
is a sense of a supreme being. There is a feeling in every person an awareness of 
eternity. God revealed Himself to Adam and Eve and placed within them and everyone 
born there after a sense of eternity, which one cannot escape. As one matures and 
observes the wonders of the world with all its beauty, the sense of eternity swells up, as 
it were, within every person. Solomon, David’s son, set forth this concept when he 
penned the following words: “I have seen the burden God has laid on men. 11 He has 
made everything beautiful in its time. He has also set eternity in the hearts of men; yet 
they cannot fathom what God has done from beginning to end” (Ecclesiastes 3:10-11). 

One cannot rid himself or herself of this “driving force” anymore than an animal can 
eliminate its natural bom instincts. 

The atheist or agnostic has no answers as to the origin of Homo sapiens, that is to 
say, human beings—male and female. Only the inspired Scriptures, given by the Holy 
Spirit, account for the beginning, or start, of humanity. A perusal of the literature of 
unbelievers reveals that they do not distinguish between the animal kingdom and the 
kingdom of humanity—all are one and the same. Evolution is the common name 
assigned to justify such absurdities. Yes, skeptics who deny the existence of God and 
His supernatural Revelation also disavow, or repudiate, that men and women are 
privileged beings in this world. There is a confessed ignorance of atheists as they seek 
to account for the source of matter, the principle of motion in matter, the specific 
origin of the earth with its unique environment to sustain animal life, plant life, human 
life, and so on. 

The unbeliever has to admit much ignorance and to believe more mysteries 
than believers. For the dogmatic atheist, unbelief is a far greater miracle than belief in 
the biblical account of creation for the Christian. The miracle of unbelief is that 
“nothing” created “something.” This mindset of unbelief is to swallow a camel and 
strain out a gnat, that is, the belief that God created the heavens and the earth. On 
planet Earth, how does one account for both male and female in evolution? Did both 



evolve at the same time as infants or did they both evolve at the same time as full 
grown male and female? Were both male and female produced as coordinates with the 
existence of the earth as infants with no parents? If so, they could not have arrived to 
maturity. Do infants survive today without care? No! Experience teaches that the first 
pair must have been adults when they were first ushered into being. For one to deny 
the plain evidence concerning the survival of infants, one has to suppose, contrary to 
all experience, that the first pair (male and female) were not the same as the species 
known today, otherwise they would not have reached adulthood. 

The age-old question is still around: which came first the chicken or the egg? 
One knows that the chicken had to exist before the egg. If not, where did the egg come 
from? Did the acorn, or seed, exist before the tree? In the vegetable kingdom, there had 
first to be the plant before a seed could fall to the earth. Even in the animal kingdom, 
there first had to be the male and female in its prime before there could be offspring. 
Nature cannot now produce a new genus, or classification, in the vegetable kingdom 
nor produce a new species, or variety, in the animal kingdom. By what rational 
evidence can it be shown or demonstrated that nature ever had such power? If the first 
male and female were infants, as stated above, they could not have reached maturity; 
they would have perished. One can only conclude that both must have been adults who 
were created with reason, the ability to speak, and knowledge without experience (fully 
mature at the time of creation). 

How does one account for the idea of God that is so universally kn own among 
the various races of the world? How does one account for the motion of matter. How 
does one account for the earth revolving around the sun. What brought about this 
action? Some planets have more than one moon—some revolving clockwise (in the 
same direction as the rotating hands of a clock) and others in the reverse 
(counterclockwise). How does one account for this phenomenon? What gives 
regularity to motion? Why do the planets choose to move in a uniform course, or 
order? How did the five senses come into existence? The five senses are essential for 
life. Even though some may be lacking in some of the five senses, nevertheless, they 
must depend upon others who possess these senses in order to survive. How does one 
account for the eye? How does one account for the sense of smell? How does one 
account for the sense of hearing? How does one account for the sense of taste? How 
does one account for the sense of feel? For one to believe that the five senses created 
themselves is utterly unthinkable by the powers of human reason. It is unthinkable that 
they should have issued fortuitously out of a lifeless, mindless, or self-created 
nebulosity. The idea that the five senses created themselves can only find a place in the 
minds of men and women where reason has been dethroned. This author, Dallas 
Burdette, can state emphatically that “I am not credulous, or gullible, enough to be an 
unbeliever.”^ 

The atheist thinks that the five senses just came about through blind and 
mindless chance. Which is the greater miracle—blind chance or God? There is not one 
single instance of “blind laws” or “mindless chance” creating anything. Did the blind 
laws of nature produce the computer, the space craft, the dictionary, the watch, the 
automobile, the airplane, and so on? If not, why should individuals assert that which is 
contrary to all experience and observation. If the universe was so irregular at one time, 
what caused its regularity? If the atheist or agnostic will reason from effect to cause, he 


or she will be confounded with an indissolubility of the following questions: (1) were 
the first man and woman infants or adults? Or (2) was there an acorn or an oak first? If 
one deals with these questions, one must also deal with other questions. For example, 
did the first man and woman invent language themselves and then pass this on to their 
offspring? Or, was there a convention of men and women co-existent who agreed upon 
names for every thing even before they could speak? It goes almost without saying that 
no one has ever spoken who was not first spoken to. Atheists are ignorant of the origin 
of language. Only those who believe in God can account for the origin of language. 

Atheists are also ignorant of the origin of matter. Who made me? Where did I 
come from? Where did memory come from? How does the brain store information? 
Without memory, life could not function? These are questions that confront the 
inquiring mind. The atheists or agnostics have no reason to believe themselves 
privileged beings in the scale of creation over any creature of the animal kingdom. 
According to their philosophy, a human is no better than a bee, a beaver, a dog, a cat, 
an elephant, an ant, and so on. Is this belief true according to one’s experiences in life? 
For instance, do laboratories use live human beings to dissect, or separate into pieces, 
as they do animals? If not, why not? Again, how did the first couple know what to eat? 
This information had to come directly from special revelation—revelation from Deity. 
Once Adam and Eve received this kind of data, they were able to narrate the 
information received by Divine revelation about the origin of things—creation of the 
universe, the creation of humanity, the creation of the animal kingdom, and the 
creation of the plant kingdom. 

One wonders how the first pair could remember the first time they saw the sun 
and, at the same time, not be able to know the Author of their existence who had 
dialogue with both. The Author of their existence revealed Himself to both. In the 
original state of the first man and the first woman, they were able to talk with their 
Creator. The human race, as is well known, is inferior to the animal kingdom in 
“instinctive powers.” But, on the other hand, men and women are governed by reason, 
not instinct, which, too, sets a gulf between humanity and the animal kingdom. 
Remember, whatever the difficulties of Christian belief might be, the difficulties of 
unbelief are far greater. The rejection of Christian truth is more irrational than 
Christian belief in the supernatural. The atheistic idea concerning the origin of the 
universe and humanity is so nonsensical that one finds it difficult to put it into words. 
One finds it troublesome to accept that “reason” in human beings and “instinctive 
powers” in animals originated through the result of blind chance. To accept this kind of 
philosophy is to swallow a camel after straining out a gnat. 

When the first man and the first woman opened their eyes, their reason and 
senses were at their meridian, or peak, strength. From Adam and Eve, testimony was 
passed on to each generation concerning the origin of the universe and the existence of 
God. The ability to rely upon testimony distinguishes and elevates humanity above the 
brute beast. It goes almost without saying that without testimony there could be no 
improvability in the world of humanity. Without testimony, both men and women 
would cease to be progressive beings. In the world of the atheist and the agnostic, one 
observes readiness or willingness to believe anything that is totally outside the bounds 
of reason. Christians are asked to swallow a camel (dogmatic atheism) instead of 


straining out a gnat (Christianity). Is it more reasonable to believe that God created 
something or that nothing created something? 

Christians should leam to reason and to think correctly in analyzing the 
Christian faith. The church lives in an age of skepticism, an age that denies the Genesis 
account of Creation and the denial of a Supreme Being. The words of Jesus are 
appropriate for citation today as it was in His day: “Why don’t you judge for 
yourselves what is right?” (Luke 12:57). This admonition applies to both believers and 
unbelievers alike. Peter later reflected the words of Jesus when he wrote: “But in your 
hearts set apart Christ as Lord. Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who 
asks you to give the reason for the hope that you have. But do this with gentleness and 
respect” (1 Peter 3:15). If the church today had applied this principle of rational 
thinking, there would not be so many unbelievers today. It goes almost without saying 
that right reason should precede belief itself. 

One witnesses dialogue between believer and unbelievers on Mar’s Hill (Acts 
17:16-34). There still needs to be exchange of ideas today. Millions today are 
unconvinced of the Deity of Christ and all that flows from belief in Him—supernatural 
conception, Resurrection, and miracles. Thousands upon thousands of so-called 
Christians are also indifferent toward spiritual things, but this disregard is nothing but 
unbelief, whether one professes faith in God or not. How can the church deal with such 
mental inertia, or passivity, when it comes to the defense of the faith? If Christians 
wish to win men and women to Christ, they must enter into rational talk as to their 
belief in God and the Deity of Christ. Numerous individuals today are kept away from 
the church because of the chilling influences of modern doubt advanced in secular 
schools and universities. In today’s society, children are taught evolution in the first 
grade. 


As believers, Christians affirm that unbelief is demonstrably unreasonable. 
When Christians read books by atheists who deny the creation account in the Book of 
Genesis, one cannot help but recall the words of Jesus to the religious leaders: “You 
blind guides! You strain out a gnat but swallow a camel” (Matthew 23:24). Many 
present-day scientists and teachers strain out a gnat, but, at the same time are willing to 
swallow a camel. Whatever the difficulties of Christian belief are, one is acutely aware 
that the difficulties of unbelief are still greater. If one rejects Christianity because 
miracles seem incredible, one must stand in awe at the miracles that unbelief is 
compelled to assert, which miracles, according to their assertions, are far more 
incredible. Refusal to accept belief in God and His creation commits one to even 
greater difficulties. It goes almost without saying that the rejection of Christian truth 
becomes correspondingly more irrational, or illogical. 

Why should one reject the Incarnation brought about by miraculous conception 
and the Resurrection of Jesus from the dead by God, and, at the same time, affirm the 
so-called miracle of the origin of the universe from an atheist’s perspective—nothing 
created something. Should one reject Christianity because the supernatural in 
Christianity is burdened with difficulties to the so-called scientific mind? When one 
takes away the supernatural in Christianity, what is left behind is no longer 
Christianity. If one advances the notion that the supernatural in Christianity is 
regarded as incredible, it is demonstrably more incredible without the supernatural 


intervention of Deity. Unbelief on the part of the atheist can only uphold its objections 
to Christian miracles by accepting an even greater and grosser miracle—nothing 
created something. There is absolutely no rationality to this system, a system of its own 
making. 

As one contemplates this universe, one is conscious that the present universe 
had a start, or beginning, somewhere. Should one agree to the miracle of creation by a 
Creator or should one consent to the greater and all-embracing so-called miracle that 
some primordial nebulous allowed a multitude of atoms with their inherent forces and 
energies to create life as it is known today, that is to say, which atoms stood apart from 
one another and that were not evenly distributed to rearrange themselves in such a way 
that they were able to change the shapeless into the shapely, and the simple into the 
more and more complex until the highest complexity reached its full development of 
living matter. For one to find staggering difficulties with the biblical creation account 
and to accept that differentiated atoms created the world as is known today is truly to 
vault over a mountain and fall headlong over a straw.- 

As stated above, many modem scientists and teachers strain out a gnat, but, at 
the same time are willing to swallow a camel. When one comes to the universe, one 
cannot but wonder which is the greater miracle—belief in God or belief that nothing 
created something. Yes, the greater miracle is to believe that matter made itself, that is 
to say, nothing created something out of nothing. For one to postulate that atoms—all 
being exactly alike—proceeded to make themselves into different things, which are 
entirely different from each other, is incredible. How did atoms develop into Carbon, 
Hydrogen, Nitrogen, Oxygen, and so on? Did the atoms endow themselves with all 
these potentialities? One wonders how these original atoms self-differentiated 
themselves to move into other forms of atoms. Did the atoms rearrange, or revamp, 
themselves through the function of mindless or unintelligent or brainless chance? 

Since the world is made up of atoms, one cannot help but ask the question: did 
the atoms rework themselves by sheer force or energy through a self-created power, 
that is to say, through a mindless and senseless and aimless force? Did the unlike come 
out of the like? Did that which is shapely come out of the shapeless? Did the useful 
come out of the useless? Finally, did the living come out of the lifeless? Is this 
marvelous universe with all its beauty and all its forms of life simply a product of blind 
chance? When one speaks of the differentiation of atoms, one observes the vegetable 
and animal kingdoms—set apart atoms in observation. In this world, one perceives 
order in the arrangement of atoms. Was there no guidance in the arranging of atoms in 
the creation of the animal and the plant kingdom? Did the blind chance of atoms create 
men and women as well as all known living creatures on the face of the earth? Can one 
truthfully postulate, or speculate, that cells separated themselves into the human, 
vegetable, and animal kingdom without any outside guidance? For one to accept this 
philosophy of blind chance is to swallow a camel (evolution) after straining out a gnat 
(Christianity with its miracles). 

The modern world concept of evolution is an unvcri liable assumption of 
dogmatic beliefs. When one denies God and His creation, one indeed accepts 
outrageous assumptions. In the judgment of this author (Dallas Burdette), dogmatic 
atheism is so nonsensical that one finds it difficult to see how anyone could put it into 


words. It is a greater miracle for one to believe that those haphazard collisions of 
mindless atoms through aeons of time created male and female and the plant kingdom 
and the animal kingdom than to believe that an Eternal First Cause uncaused created 
the universe and all that is in it. For the evolutionist or atheist to cry out against biblical 
creation by Deity is to recall the words of Jesus: “You hypocrite, first take the plank 
out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to remove the speck from your 
brother’s eye” (Matthew 7:5). The dogmatic atheist seeks to remove simple faith in 
God while he or she seeks to convince the believer to accept that which is 
incredible—blind-mindless chance. 


Psalm 14 

David (reigned as king: 1010-970 BC) penned the following words about one 
who denies God’s existence or lives his or her life as if God does not exist. Pay 
attention to these words from Psalm 14: 

The fool says in his heart, “There is no God.” They are corrupt, their 
deeds are vile; there is no one who does good. 2 The FORD looks down from 
heaven on the sons of men to see if there are any who understand, any who 
seek God. 3 All have turned aside, they have together become corrupt; there 
is no one who does good, not even one. (Psalm 14:1-3) 

This psalm is about atheism. Whether one speaks of dogmatic or practical 
atheism, one is conscious that both aspects of atheism are a vital option in the 
interpretation of this psalm, even though the latter is probably the correct view. How 
does one really and truly know that there is a God? Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ 
(two-thousand years after David) answers this heart-searching question in his Epistle to 
the Christians in Rome: “For since the creation of the world God’s invisible 
qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been clearly seen, being 
understood from what has been made, so that men are without excuse” (Romans 
1:20). “His eternal power and divine nature” are sufficient evidence to prove to 
humanity that God exist. God has made evidence for His existence so strong that “men 
are without excuse.” Pay attention once more to Paul as he draws attention to the 
existence of God: “The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the 
godlessness and wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their wickedness, 19 
since what may be known about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to 

them (l:18-19). m Sir Fred Hoyle argued persuasively in his book The Intelligent 
Universe the naivety of advancing the notion that the universe originated by the 
random shuffling of molecules. In his rejection of the “idea of the primordial soup,” he 
referred to a popular lecture in which he accused many scientists of a “junkyard 
mentality.” He writes with keen insight as he demonstrates the utter impossibility of 
the “primordial soup” mentality: 

In a popular lecture I once unflatteringly described the thinking of these 
scientists as a “junkyard mentality.” Since this reference became widely and 
not accurately quoted I will repeat it here. A junkyard contains all the bits 
and pieces of a Boeing 747, dismembered and in disarray. A whirlwind 
happens to blow through the yard. What is the chance that after its passage a 
fully assembled 747, ready to fly, will be found standing there? So small as 







to be negligible, even if a tornado were to blow through enough junkyards to 
fill the whole Universe.' 

Prior to these comments, he labors the point: 

No evidence for this huge jump in complexity has ever been found, nor in 
my opinion will it be. Nevertheless, many scientists have made this 
leap—from the formation of individual amino acids to the random formation 
of whole chains of amino acids like enzymes—in spite of the obviously huge 
odds against such an event having ever taken place on the Earth, and this 
quite unjustified conclusion has stuck. ^ 

For Paul, God’s power and His existence are self-evident to any thinking 
person. William MacDonald and Arthur Farstad point out with justice about the 
wonders of God’s creation that one cannot rationally deny the existence of God: 

Again, this position ignores the wonders of God in creation—the immensity 
of the universe, the amazingly precise movement of the planets, the 
marvelous suitability of the earth to sustain life, the intricate design of the 
human body, the fantastic complexity of the human brain and the 
extraordinary properties of water and soil. Take for instance the suitability of 
the earth to sustain life. Henry Bosch has pointed out the following instances 
of God’s careful and marvelous design: 

The earth rotates on its axis at approximately 1000 miles per hour. If 
that had been 100 miles per hour, our days and nights would be ten 
times longer, and our planet would alternately burn and freeze. Under 
such circumstances vegetation could not live! If the earth were as small 
as the moon, the power of gravity would be too weak to retain sufficient 
atmosphere for man’s needs; but if it were as large as Jupiter, Saturn, or 
Uranus, extreme gravitation would make human movement almost 
impossible. If we were as near to the sun as Venus, the heat would be 
unbearable; if we were as far away as Mars, we would experience snow 
and ice every night, even in the warmest regions. If the oceans were half 
their present dimensions, we would receive only one-fourth the rainfall 
we do now. If they were one-eighth larger, our annual precipitation 
would increase fourfold, and this earth would become a vast, 
uninhabitable swamp. Water solidifies at 32 degrees above zero [°F], It 
would be disastrous if the oceans froze at that temperature, however, for 
then the amount of thawing in the polar regions would not balance out, 
and ice would accumulate throughout the centuries! To prevent such a 
catastrophe, the Lord put salt in the sea to alter its freezing point.—- 

The human brain also exhibits evidence that the brain did not simply happen 
through mindless chance. Ravi Zacharias writes: 

For example, a neurophysiologist studies the brain (just one intricate 
strand of study) with its billion long nerve cells, each of which, on the 
average, makes contact with 10,000 other cells under the control of chemical 
messengers. Even the brain of an octopus far exceeds in complexity any 
human artifact, and the human brain is immensely more complex. Charles 



Sherrington [1857-1952], in Man on His Nature, gave a picturesque 
description, seeing the brain as 

An enchanted loom where millions of flashing shuttles weave a 
dissolving pattern, always a meaningful pattern though never an 
abiding one; a shifting hannony of sub-patterns.- 

Again, the brain is evidence for a designer. The following is an excerpt from a 
journal written by the Shaklee Corporation: 

Brain Power 

The human brain is the most amazing organ of the body. It is more complicated and 
more wonderful than any machine ever invented. It can facilitate and transform 
information into memories more efficiently than the world’s fastest super computer. 
The brain weights 3 to 3.5 pounds, is 75% water, and consists of over one trillion brain 
cells, or neurons, that continually reconfigure to form new memories and purge old 
ones. The brain performs so many important functions that although it only represents 
2% of body weight, it demands about 20% of the body’s blood flow every minute in 
order to receive the oxygen and nutrition it needs. 

How the Brain Remembers 

Memory is the process by which information and experiences can be stored, 
retained, and then recalled. Without memory, there can be no learning. 
Memory relies upon an intricate biochemical process involving neurons, 
extraordinary spider-like cells, which are the smallest anatomical units of the 
nervous system. Between each of the brain’s neurons are spaces kn own as 
synapses. When incoming data stimulates a neuron, it triggers the release of 
chemical messengers called neurotransmitters which move through the 
synapses making connections with other neurons. The flow of information 
between neurons in the brain is the basis for all memory. The stronger the 
memory, the more synaptic connections are made, and the easier it is to recall 
the memory } 1 

HOW DOES ONE KNOW THAT THERE IS A GOD? 

Christian writer James Montgomery Boice (1938-2000) has penned some 
compelling words that need to be heard. 

According to these verses [Romans 1:19-20], the revelation of God in 
nature is not hidden so that only a highly skilled scientist may find it. It is 
open and manifest to everyone. A child can see it. There is enough evidence 
of God in a snowflake, a finger print, a flower, a drop of water to lead any 
honest member of the human race to believe in God and worship him. Every 
single object in the world shouts “God” to humanity. 1 — 1 

Paul, one who had a direct encounter with the risen Christ, went right to the 
heart of the matter when he exposed the belief that God has not given sufficient 
evidence to prove His existence. Listen to him as he goes right to the heart of the issue: 


The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the 
godlessness and wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their 
wickedness, 19 since what may be kn own about God is plain to them, 
because God has made it plain to them. For since the creation of the world 
God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and divine nature—have been 
clearly seen, being understood from what has been made, so that men are 
without excuse. (Romans 1:18-20) 

Why do men and women deny God? Paul names the reason—“suppress the truth 
by their wickedness.” The anatomy, or structure, of men and women is sufficient 
evidence for God’s creation. When one witnesses a demise of God, one also witnesses 
the extermination of moral law. An excellent example of the annihilation of moral law 
is found in the Hitler regime. Hitler (1889-1945) was influenced by Friedrich 
Nietzsche (1844-1900) and applied his atheistic philosophy to its fullest. Ravi 
Zacharias relates a story about a plaque, or commemorative inscription, hung on a wall 
that describes the hell that Hitler released when his goal was realized—a life without 
God. The inscription read: “I freed Germany from the stupid and degrading fallacies of 
conscience and morality.... We will train young people before whom the world will 
tremble. I want young people capable of violence—imperious, relentless and cruel. 

This sign hung on the wall in the death camps, located in Poland, of Auschwitz and 
Birkenau. Once more, Zacharias’ comments about Hitler and Nietzsche are well worth 
citing: 


However, Sartre’s [1905-1980] impact on people of the 1960s is small 
compared to Nietzsche’s influence on Adolf Hitler. Hitler took Nietzsche’s 
writings as his philosophical blueprint and provoked the bloodiest, most 
unnecessary, most disruptive war in history, changing irremediably the 
pattern of the world. Nietzsche’s influence on Hitler is undeniable. In fact, 
historian William Shirer has written that “Hitler often visited the Nietzsche 
museum in Weimar and publicized his veneration for the philosopher by 
posing for photographs of himself staring in rapture at the bust of the great 
man. 

The third man in Hitler’s regime was Rudolph Hess (1894-1987). When he 
became commandant of Auschwitz, he had 2,500,000 executed or exterminated. In 
fact, in the summer of 1944, he exterminated 400,000 Hungarian Jews. Ravi Zacharias 
also states: “It was there that Rudolph Hoess, the commandant, oversaw the 
obliteration of 12,000 people a day.”^ If one wishes to see the real face of atheism, 
one should read Eugen Kogon’s book, The Theory and Practice of Hell. Kogon spent 
six years in the concentration camp at Buschenwald. He gives a full and unexpurgated 
account of the activities of Hitler’s dreaded S. S. Yet again, Zacharias pinpoints the 
philosophy of Jean Paul Sartre and Nietzsche: “Just as Jean Paul Sartre saw no exit 
from this random existence, Nietzsche saw no entry from the outside into this 
hermetically sealed and vacuous life. Man was now left to find his own path, and light 
whatever lamps he chose.Nietzsche set forth in clear terms the logical end of 
unbelief in his The Madman. The following, even though lengthy, is his full comments 
about God: 



The Madman. Have you not heard of that madman who lit a lantern in the 
bright morning hours, ran to the market place, and cried incessantly, “I seek 
God! I seek God! As many of those who do not believe in God were 
standing around just then, he provoked much laughter. Why, did he get lost? 

Said one. Did he lose his way like a child? Said another. Or is he hiding? Is 
he afraid of us? Has he gone on a voyage? Or emigrated? Thus they yelled 
and laughed. The madman jumped into their midst and pierced them with his 
glances. 

“Whither is God” he cried. “I shall tell you. We have killed him—you and 
I. All of us are his murderers. But how have we done this? How were we 
able to drink up the sea? Who gave us the sponge to wipe away the entire 
horizon? What did we do when we unchained this earth from its sun? 
Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving now? Away from all 
suns? Are we not plunging continually? Backward, sideward, forward, in all 
directions? Is there any up or down left? Are we not straying as through an 
infinite nothing? Do we not feel the breath of empty space? Has it not 
become colder? Is not night and more night coming on all the while? Must 
not lanterns be lit in the morning? Do we not hear anything yet of the noise 
of the gravediggers who are burying God? Do we not smell anything yet of 
God’s decomposition? Gods too decompose. God is dead. God remains 
dead. And we have killed him. How shall we, the murderers of all 
murderers, comfort ourselves? What was holiest and most powerful of all 
that the world has yet owned has bled to death under our knives. Who will 
wipe this blood off us? What water is there for us to clean ourselves? What 
festivals of atonement, what sacred games shall we have to invent? Is not the 
greatness of this deed too great for us? Must not we ourselves become gods 
simply to seem worthy of it? There has never been a greater deed; and 
whoever will be born after us—for the sake of this deed he will be part of a 
higher history than all history hitherto.” 

Here the madman fell silent and looked again at his listeners; and they too 
were silent and stared at him in astonishment. At last he threw his lantern on 
the ground, and it broke and went out. “I come too early,” he said then; “my 
time has not come yet. This tremendous event is still on its way, still 
wandering—it has not yet reached the ears of man. Lightning and thunder 
require time, the light of the stars requires time, deeds require time even 
after they are done, before they can be seen and heard. This deed is still 
more distant from them than the most distant stars—and yet they have done 
it themselves.” 

It has been related further that on that same day the madman entered 
divers churches and there sang his requiem aeternam deo. Led out and called 
to account, he is said to have replied each time, “What are these churches 
now if they are not the tombs and sepulchers of God?”^ 1 

“Nietzsche’s emotionally charged description is not purely imaginative. He had 
grabbed reality by the throat, and wrestled with the postmortem firmness of a world 
that had lost its assumed Creator and Provider,” writes Zacharias. Nietzsche 
concludes his book on The Antichrist with the following stinging words about 
Christianity: “I call Christianity the one great curse, the one great innennost 
corruption, the one great instinct of revenge, for which no means is poisonous, 


stealthy, subterranean, small enough—I call it the one immortal blemish of 
mankind.”^- Once more, Nietzsche writes: “We have learned differently. We have 
become more modest in every way. We no longer derive man from ‘the spirit’ or ‘the 
deity’; we have placed him back among the animals.”^ Hitler presented a copy of 
Nietzsche’s works to Benito Mussolini (1883-1945). Over six million Jews died as a 
result of Nietzsche’s philosophy, which philosophy was adopted by both Hitler and 
Mussolini. 

Twenty one years (1924) before Hitler’s death (1945), two boys (Richard Loeb 
and Nathan Leopold) put into practice the philosophy of Nietzsche by acting out a 
murder of a fourteen year old boyA Clarence Darrow (1857-1938—sixty-seven years 
old at the time of his defense of the boys) defended these two boys and managed to 
convince the court not to give them the death penalty. In his defense before the court, 
Darrow said: “He [Nathan Leopold] became enamored of the philosophy of 
Nietzsche.”^ - As Darrow stood before the court, he argued: 

Your honor, I have read almost everything that Nietzsche ever wrote. He 
was a man of a wonderful intellect; the most original philosopher of the last 
century. A man who probably has made a deeper imprint on philosophy than 
any other man within a hundred years, whether right or wrong. More books 
have been written about him than probably all the rest of the philosophers in 
a hundred years. More college professors have talked about him. In a way he 
has reached more people, and still he has been a philosopher of what we 
might call the intellectual cult. Nietzsche believed that some time the 
superman would be born, that evolution was working toward the supennan 

He wrote one book, Beyond Good and Evil, which was a criticism of all 
moral codes as the world understands them; a treatise holding that the 
intelligent man is beyond good and evil; that the laws for good and the laws 
for evil do not apply to those who approach the superman. He wrote on the 
will to power. He wrote some ten or fifteen volumes on his various 
philosophical ideas. Nathan Leopold is not the only boy who has read 
Nietzsche. He may be the only one who was influenced in the way that he 
was influenced. 

Both Leopold (1904-1971) and Loeb (1905-1936) ' sought to commit the 

perfect crime, which crime became kn own as “The Crime of the Century.”^ Leopold 
(age 19) and Loeb (age 18) were members of cultured and influential Chicago families 
as well as Robert Franks (age 14) whom they killed. Upon the arrest of Leopold, he 
confessed that he was an “advanced thinker and an atheist.”^ One sees the 
philosophy of Nietzsche in his remarks about the killing of young Franks as “an 
experiment.”^ Horwitz explains his mindset as she examined the court files that he 
compared the killing of this young boy “to the way a scientist might pin an insect.”^ 
Horwitz also writes: “Both boys seemed to believe that their intellectual superiority 
raised them above the rules which govern society.”^- 1 One cannot read this earth- 
shaking story without a consciousness that this story is a telling picture of a life 
without God. Steve Turner, English journalist, captures the very essence of a life 
without God. If one wishes to see the stark reality of “chance” as the origin of the 


universe, one should read Steve Turner’s poem entitled Chance. Listen to him as he 
draws a frightening picture of “chance” in all its nakedness: 


If chance be 
The Father of all flesh, 

Disaster is his rainbow in the sky 
And when you hear 

State of emergency 
Sniper kills ten 
Troops on rampage 
Whites go looting 

Bomb blasts school 

It is but the sound of man worshipping his 
maker— 


In concluding this brief study on the folly of unbelief (dogmatic atheism), it is 
appropriate to relate a story from James Montgomery Boice concerning the fall of 
communism in the Soviet Union. He tells about Madalyn Murray O’Hair, the most 
famous of American atheist, who visited Russia in order to propagate her atheism. 
Boice relates the following scenario that occurred during the time that Bibles were 
being given away in Russia by the American Bible Society: 

I once heard Dr. Joel Nederhood, a radio preacher of the Christian 
Reformed Church, tell of being in Moscow and attending a booksellers’ 
convention. The fascinating thing about this convention was that, in the age 
of glasnost (the openness in the last days of the Soviet Union), the American 
Bible Society was present and was giving away Bibles. A long line of people 
patently waited to receive these Bibles, and, as Nederhood told it, the line 
stretched several hundred feet out into the display area, where it passed in 
front of a neglected booth manned by the seventy-year-old Madalyn Murray 
O’Hair, the most famous of American atheists, who sat there glowering [to 
look or stare with sullen annoyance or anger]. 

She must have been thinking, “What fools these Russians are to stand in 
line for Bibles. They should be buying books about atheism from me.” But it 
was she, not they, who was the fool. For they had tried atheism and had 
found it wanting. She had lived about as long as communists had ruled 
Russia, but she had learned nothing. 
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